models is Tuckman's (1965) stage theory that predicts a unitary sequence of development: forming, storming, norming, and performing. Many approaches to group research are based on functional and structural theories that explicate how groups develop (Gersick, 1988; McGrath, Arrow, & Berdahl, 2000) , how members make decisions (Gouran, 1982; Hirokawa & Poole, 1996) , how well members utilize communication in achieving desired goals (Hirokawa, 1983 (Hirokawa, , 1988 , or a variety of structural elements that affect decision outcomes and group development (Giddens, 1979; Poole, Seibold, & McPhee, 1996) .
Research on group dynamics also seeks to predict the variables that influence the quality or effectiveness of group functioning over time (Gouran & Hirokawa, 1996) . The testing of functional theory, like earlier models of group development, is widely criticized for its use of laboratory experiments (Putnam & Stohl, 1990) . Alternatively, research in small groups and teams has expanded to include case studies of naturally occurring groups and questions about the theoretical viability of more traditional models of group development that inform academic inquiry (Putnam & Stohl, 1996) . What tends to be missing from foundational and traditional models are theories of group and team processes that not only examine group boundaries (shifting role identities, amount and frequency of conflict, and so forth; Putnam & Stohl, 1996) but also explore the tensions, uncertainties, complexities, and contradictions that may permeate group and team experiences over time.
One theoretical perspective that accounts for contradictory processes in social interaction is dialectical theory (Baxter & Montgomery, 1996) , which we argue provides a strong complement to existing research in teams and groups. Basically, we contend that much of the research on groups or teams uses more traditional theoretical frameworks for exploring change, which tends to privilege order over disorder or unitary development rather than multiple developmental processes. For example, many developmental models suggest a particular (or best) path or paths by which groups or teams can be more productive (Gersick, 1989; Tuckman, 1965) . Although all models of group development are not necessarily linear, additive models (as in Tuckman's stage model), even Gersick's (1988 Gersick's ( , 1989 punctuated equilibrium model suggests an ordered movement or development between transition periods in group development. Further, like other functional approaches, the equilibrium model demonstrates a positivist epistemology that emphasizes precision and control instead of more descriptive or "messy" orientations toward group development (see McGrath et al., 2000 , for general critique of this orientation to group research). Although previous models have contributed greatly to our understanding of group development, they do not represent the only avenue for exploring change in groups. We believe that further descriptive research on group or team development using a dialectical framework, as a complement to existing approaches, will shed new light on change dynamics. Therefore, the purpose of the current study is to descriptively explore team member experiences by examining the perceptions of significant events or turning points in teams over time. Further, this study will explore the viability of dialectical theory as a descriptive, explanatory theory for understanding team member experience and change dynamics.
DIALECTICAL THEORY
Dialectical theory is an approach to the investigation of human symbolic processes that examines the multiple contradictions, complexities, and changes that accompany human social experience (Baxter & Montgomery, 1996; Morris, 1994) . Dialectical theory is often characterized as a perspective or metatheory because of its lack of formal propositions or predictive orientation (Altman, Vinsel, & Brown, 1981; Baxter & Montgomery, 1996) . Bakhtin (in Holquist, 1981) argued for a theory of social processes where contradictions are central to social interaction. Although Bakhtin identified a number of contradictory processes, his overarching social theory was based on the interplay between centripetal forces, those processes that create unity, and centrifugal forces, those processes that create division. In organizations, for example, one such contradiction is evident in the interplay between stability and change (Price Waterhouse, 1996) . In a fast-paced, global, technologically advanced society, organizations may struggle with how to create stability in an ever-changing economic environment. From a dialectical orientation, contradictions, or tensions between oppositional forces such as stability versus change, are not construed as problems in systems or breakdowns in human communicative processes (Baxter & Montgomery, 1996; Erbert & Duck, 1996) ; rather, they are part and parcel of the process of social and organizational life Smith & Berg, 1987) . Thus, the question of stability versus change is never answered, per se. The process and experience of stability and change are inherent in human social and organizational forms. Dialectical theory represents an approach where the basic "messiness" of social life is not ignored or downplayed but instead embraced as a critical process in how individuals make sense of their everyday experience, including situations like organizational and team interaction.
Individuals in various social contexts experience not only tensions between stability and change but also other types of dialectical contradictions as well. For example, dialectical scholars have identified contradictions, such as autonomy versus connection (Goldsmith, 1990) , expressiveness versus protectiveness, ideal versus real (Rawlins, 1992) , and team versus individual (Barge, 1994) , as important to a variety of communicative contexts. Moreover, the experience of dialectical tensions is not unitary, does not rely on one contradiction, but instead involves many contradictory forces working simultaneously to create a totality of symbolic experience. However, Baxter & Montgomery (1996, p. 15) noted that totality "is a way to think about the world as a process of relations or interdependencies" and not as a complete holistic picture of a phenomenon.
Dialectical theory also suggests that people are active agents in social scenes as well as objects of those actions (Benson, 1977; Rawlins, 1989) . Thus, the communicative choices that both free and constrain individual actors become reified in normative behaviors and institutional practices (Rawlins, 1989) . The praxis of social interaction highlights the unfinalizable (Baxter & Montgomery, 1996; Holquist, 1981) and ongoing processes of commu-nicative action. Thus, tensions exist in interaction with respect to the degree of expressiveness (degree of communication openness) versus protectiveness (degree and right to privacy in expression).
Organizational scholars are beginning to embrace a dialectical framework as a way to explore the myriad contradictions in organizational life (Barge, 1994; Erbert, 2002; Price Waterhouse, 1996; Quinn & Cameron, 1988) . However, in the organizational literature, dialectics is often regarded as a paradox, as a statement or set of statements that are based on logical contradictions (Smith & Berg, 1987; Tretheway, 1999) . The self-referential nature of paradox is evident in statements such as "Everything I say is a lie." Although this type of propositional contradiction is an interesting exercise in logic, it does not reveal the ever-present symbolic contradictions of social experience. Further, current theorizing about contradictions and uncertainties in organizations tends to be based either on anecdotal evidence (Price Waterhouse, 1996) or on theoretical speculation. Thus, empirical exploration of the perspective is merited.
ORGANIZATIONAL TEAMS AND DIALECTICS
Differentiating between groups and teams can be difficult. Gouran (1982) defined groups as "small collections of people forming complex networks of interpersonal relationships that can be distinguished in terms of the norms, the distribution of roles, status structure, patterns of authority, and the interdependence of the members" (p. 122). Larson and LaFasto (1989) defined a team as involving two or more people, with a specific goal or performance objective, and coordination of activity for goal achievement. Parker (2003) argued that a team is more than a mere group and that the difference is that a team is a type of group with "a high degree of interdependence, geared toward the achievement of a goal or the completion of a task" (p. 2). An inspection of the literature in organizational and communication studies reveals that the designation of teams as opposed to groups follows a recent trend in challenging Erbert et al. / ORGANIZATIONAL TEAM DEVELOPMENT 25 classical organizational forms. That is, the description of the types of teams, such as cross-functional teams (Parker, 2003) , selfdirected or self-managed work teams (Alper, Tjosvold, & Law, 1998; Barker, 1999; Barker, Melville, & Pacanowsky, 1993; Druskat & Wheeler, 2003) , global teams (Marquardt & Horvath, 2001) , and interdisciplinary teams (Farrell, Schmitt, & Heinemann, 2001) , suggests that the collection of individuals coming together to make decisions in organizations does not follow traditional organizational structure in terms of departmental affiliation or professional specialization. Thus, teams are often conceptualized as ways of organizing that cross traditional boundaries and that seek to empower, direct, create, or modify organizational forms and traditional decision processes.
Furthermore, organizational scholars argue that the use of teams may help improve organizational functioning (Larson & LaFasto, 1989; Parker, 1994) . That is, significant benefits accrue by designing nontraditional ways of organizing. Team-based organizing is promoted with increasing frequency in organizations (Alper, Tjosvold, & Law, 2000; DeSanctis & Fulk, 1999; Kirkman, 2000; Neubert, 1999) and is promoted as one type of organizational strategy for promoting empowerment, collective decision-making, and higher levels of commitment within the organizational structure (Barker, 1999) . Team-based organizing is part of a larger practical and philosophical organizational perspective that embraces a more holistic, systems orientation to the performance of work. From a systems perspective, team structures may create more effective communication, allow for higher quality decision-making, and improve organizational learning (Parker, 1994) . Team-based organizing may also allow organizational members to be responsive to high rates of internal and external change (Applegate, 1999) . In addition, much of the empirical research on teams is based on casestudy approaches (Barker, 1999; Kirkman, 2000) , which focus on the challenges of teams within one organization or on the qualities or characteristics of highly effective teams (Larson & LaFasto, 1989; Parker, 1994) . Other research agendas focus on issues of team-based approaches to globalization (Carpenter, 2001; Marquardt & Horvath, 2001) . Although the body of research literature on teams is growing, as part of a pressing need to understand the value of teams to organizational functioning, little has been written about the contradictions, complexities, and tensions that confront teams over time.
TYPES OF DIALECTICAL TENSIONS
Six dialectical contradictions were chosen a priori for this study based on existing theory and research on dialectics and on their perceived applicability for team interaction. First, autonomy versus connection is based on Bakhtin's (in Holquist, 1981) idea that social forces create unity or connection as well as division. In this case, autonomy represents the independence of the individual in groups and organizational scenes. Barge (1994) argued that tension between independence and dependence suggests that individuals engage in meaningful interaction that seeks to control working conditions and to realize the interdependent nature of work. The second dialectical contradiction, predictability versus novelty, is a variant of the stability versus change contradiction, and it recognizes the basic interplay between certainty and order and novelty and change (Conville, 1991) . Ford and Ford (1994) argued that issues of change are central to managerial thinking about organizations and critical for organizational learning. Poole, Seibold, and McPhee (1996) identify stability and change as an important tension in group structure and argue that most research on group dynamics either casts stability as a given or seeks to identify the way in which stability gets negotiated and transformed. Because most teams engage in specific goal-directed behavior, the overarching structure of team decisions is based on change. Third, openness versus closedness is an opposition that reflects how social actors express or protect ideas, thoughts, and interpretations of social life (VanLear, 1991) . The extent to which organizational members express their ideas and opinions can be the function of multiple organizational dynamics such as management philosophy, culture, and organizational learning. However, individuals also have a need to protect thoughts and ideas and to engage in privacy regulation (Altman et al., 1981) with respect to communication in teams.
The fourth dialectical contradiction, team versus individual, reflects a concern for identity and the extent to which an individual can identify with a group or team (Barge, 1994; Smith & Berg, 1987) . As Barge (1994) noted From the individual's perspective, the tension is played out in the dilemma of how much personal identity to retain and how much group identity to adopt. From the group's perspective, the tension is manifested in concern about how the group can maintain its collective identity while also embracing the various personal identities that members bring to the group. (p. 213) Barge argued that the tension between individual-identity needs versus group-identity needs tends to get construed in either/or terms, meaning that individuals emphasize one of the two extreme positions. This dialectical contradiction recognizes that various degrees of tension may exist in team development over time. Fifth, dominance versus submission is closely linked to perceptions of identity and commitment to the team (Barge, 1994) . The extent to which organizational members submit to the needs of the group or team is balanced by a simultaneous need to have some control of the working environment (Smith & Berg, 1987) . Questions about leadership and about who directs and controls team processes are also implicated in the tension between dominance and submission. Sixth, competence versus incompetence is a contradiction that reflects assessment of self work behaviors and of others' work behaviors in evaluative terms. Given that teamwork dynamics imply higher levels of interdependence among organizational members, the question of evaluation of performance is tied to work processes and product. That is, team members with moderate or high levels of interaction and interdependence accomplish work as a team, and therefore team member contributions are known and can be evaluated by other members. Taken collectively, the abovementioned dialectical contradictions may serve as indicators of 28 SMALL GROUP RESEARCH / February 2005 tensions, challenges, and uncertainties that permeate team interaction.
RESEARCH QUESTIONS
Although dialectical contradictions are argued to be the drivers of change in social interaction, they may not be indicative of key issues or significant events (turning points) that team members report. Bolton (1961) introduced turning points as a way to examine the development of romantic relationships and argued that turning points capture critical moments in relational processes. Research on small group development has utilized a "critical events" or turning-points model that basically seeks to predict what types of milestones are critical for effective decision-making (Fisher & Stutman, 1987; MacKenzie, 1976; Poole & Roth, 1989) . For example, in Gersick's (1989) punctuated equilibrium model, critical events were coded into (a) action statements and (b) contributions to the final product. That is, what did group members say, and how did their comments contribute (or not) to group outcomes? Gersick's (1988 Gersick's ( , 1991 research has also been instrumental in identifying deep structure (rules of the game), equilibrium (playing the game), and revolution (based on wholesale transformation) periods for group development. The first part of the current study builds on Gersick's critical events paradigm by exploring the types of turningpoint events in team development. However, the primary difference in our approach is the focus on participant perceptions of significant team events that affect experience and interaction processes over time (Baxter & Erbert, 1999; Erbert, Pérez, & Gareis, 2003) . Thus, turning-points analysis not only identifies the perception of key events but also allows for an opportunity of subjective assessment of those events. The first step is to identify what issues and concerns drive team member assessments of important events.
Therefore, Research Question 1 is
Research Question 1: What turning points characterize team member experiences in organizational teams?
The identification of turning points not only provides a description of issues but also allows for the possibility of understanding individuals' responses to those (memorable) events. For example, Bullis and Bach (1989) identified turning points in organizational socialization and the extent to which those events resulted in any increase or decrease in identification with the organization. Thus, individuals' responsiveness to key events, turning points, can include changing levels of commitment (Graham, 1997) , identification (Bullis & Bach, 1989) , and satisfaction (Erbert, 2002) . Thus, a second important difference from critical events research is that our study focuses on evaluative assessments, in this case the ratings of satisfaction with turning-point experiences.
Satisfaction is defined as the subjective evaluation of the quality of team interaction. Assessments of quality or satisfaction are often argued to be one important indicator of motivation (Hershey & Blanchard, 1993) . Although the relationship between job satisfaction and performance shows only a small positive correlation, Kreitner and Kinicki (2001) noted that satisfaction may affect indirect performance issues such as intentions and effort. Eisenberg and Goodall (2004) noted that a satisfied employee is one whose needs are being met. Overall, studies tend to show that there is a significant positive correlation between job and life satisfaction (Kreitner & Kinicki; 2001) .
Satisfaction also appears to be a central evaluative issue with respect to teams research. Studies have linked satisfaction to a number of variables important to team processes. For example, Doolen, Hacker, and Van Aken (2003) demonstrated that satisfaction was positively related to both a clear purpose and an allocation of resources in 21 production work teams in a high-tech company. Satisfaction was also identified as an important factor in work team effectiveness (Sheehan & Martin, 2003) . Thus, we believe that the evaluation of satisfaction with respect to turning-point experiences will provide a valuable link between the content issue of the turning point and the assessment of that experience. Therefore, our second research question is In addition to ratings of satisfaction for turning-point events, evaluations of each turning point, whether based on strength of identification, commitment, or satisfaction, may provide insights into general patterns of change over time. For example, Baxter, Braithwaite, and Nicholson (1997) asked members of "blended families" to rate turning points on the extent or degree to which the turning points resulted in changes to "feeling like a family." Likewise, Graham (1997) identified five distinct patterns of commitment in postdivorce relationships; those patterns included gradual relational progress, disrupted progress, sustained adjustment, disjointed erratic cycle, and eventual deterioration. In each of these cases, the researchers were able to identify patterns of change over time. Thus, Research Question 3 will allow for the exploration of possible patterns of change in team development.
Research Question 3:
What patterns of change in satisfaction characterize turning points in organizational teams?
Although the descriptive power of turning-points research is rich, the lack of appropriate theories does little to explain the theoretical underpinnings of change dynamics. Using a dialectical approach suggests that turning points may indicate possible occasions of dialectical interplay (Baxter & Erbert, 1999) . Empirical studies using dialectical theory tend to employ one or more of three approaches to research. In the first, dialectical researchers have catalogued the types of contradictions that emerge for various relational types (e.g., Rawlin's, 1992, work on friendship dialectics) or in various contexts (Conville, 1983 (Conville, , 1988 . A second approach, which is largely qualitative, is to examine the dynamic interplay between oppositional forces over time; that is, to reveal the fluid interplay of oppositional forces through thick description of interaction experiences. The scholarship of Altman and colleagues (Altman, 1993; Altman et al., 1981) (Baxter, 1990; Baxter et al., 1997) , and Rawlins (1992) serve as exemplars in the second area. A third approach to dialectical research is to move beyond the identification of dialectical contradictions so that the importance of centrality of those contradictions can be ascertained (Baxter & Erbert, 1999; Erbert, 2000) . The current study is extending on research from the third orientation by examining six dialectical contradictions and their reported importance to turning points in organizational teams.
Teams were identified as an ideal site from which to explore the perceptions of the importance of dialectical contradictions because individuals are increasingly asked to or required to participate in teams, which can create relatively high levels of interdependence between and among members (Barker, 1999) . In addition, team membership can create working conditions where individuals are expected and/or required to communicate on a regular or semiregular basis. Thus, the fourth research question is
Research Question 4:
To what extent are six dialectical contradictions perceived as important to turning-point experiences for organizational teams?
METHOD RESPONDENTS
The 63 participants in this study were members of organizational teams recruited by 8 undergraduate students enrolled in an advanced organizational communication course. Recruiting occurred at a medium-sized city in the Southwest United States with a large binational population. Students were instructed to find participants by using a networking technique developed by Granovetter (1976) . The criteria for participation were that potential participants must have been members of an organizational team for at least 3 months, and the team could not be a regular work group. Regular work groups were defined as those groups that are based on departmental membership or groups that are based on 32 SMALL GROUP RESEARCH / February 2005 functional specialization (e.g., groups of engineers, accountants, advertisers, and so on). Interviewers were also asked not to recruit more than 2 members from any one team; this criterion was based on a desire to explore a variety of different team experiences. All potential participants were screened to determine if these criteria were met. The average age of participants was just under 30 years old (M = 29.98, SD = 10.65), with a range of 18 to 61 years. Ethnic makeup of participants included 72.1% Hispanic (n = 44), 21.3% Caucasian (n = 13), 3.3% African American (n = 3), and 3.3% Asian American (n = 3).
PROCEDURES
A revised version of the Retrospective Interview Technique (RIT) was employed in the collection of turning-points data (Baxter & Erbert, 1999; Bullis & Bach, 1989; Huston, Surra, Fitzgerald, & Cate, 1981) . Participants were asked to chart all turning points since the team was formed or since they joined their existing team. For each turning point identified, participants were asked to rate their level of satisfaction with their team interaction on a scale of -50 to +50 (-50 = complete dissatisfaction; 0 = no change in satisfaction; +50 = complete satisfaction). The first author trained 8 undergraduate students enrolled in an advanced organizational communication course in the RIT protocol duriong a period of 2 weeks. As part of the training, all student interviewers were required to role-play interviews with other interviewers.
Before the interview, participants were informed that they would be talking about their experiences as part of an organizational team, and no other information was given. A turning point was explained to participants as any significant or memorable event that affected the team. When participants identified a turning point, the following questions were asked: designed to encourage participants to think about their assessment of the turning points on team dynamics (for ratings of satisfaction).
After the interview was completed, participants were given a questionnaire to determine the importance of six dialectical contradictions for each turning point identified. Interviewers explained each of the six themes and then gave a written description of the themes as a reference. Interviewers stressed that responses to the questionnaire should be based on the extent to which each theme was important or central to each turning point discussed. This questionnaire was a grid matrix, and each turning point that participants identified and labeled was placed in a column with each of the contradictions placed in a row. Thus, each column-by-row cell contained ratings from 0 to 5. Each participant determined, first, if the dialectical theme was important or unimportant to the turning point (if unimportant, a response of 0 was given). If the theme was important, participants rated turning points on a scale of 1 to 5, wherein 1 represented turning points that were low in importance and 5 represented turning points that were high in importance. Interviewers discussed all themes in detail before proceeding and were present and available to answer questions. Interviewers were asked to probe the interviewees to make sure the task of rating themes was understood.
CODING
Turning-point types were coded inductively using the constant comparative method (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Strauss & Corbin, 1990) . A coding manual was developed that consisted of 17 turningpoint types plus an other category. The first author and four graduate students enrolled in an organizational communication course created separate lists of turning-point types that were then developed into the coding manual. The process consisted of creating sets of issues on cards (one issue or construct per card) and then comparing each issue for similarity and difference. The comparison process was used until all issues fit into a distinct category, resulting in a coding manual of 17 turning-point types. After the manual was created, four different graduate students double-coded all turn-34 SMALL GROUP RESEARCH / February 2005 ing points. Two of the four double-coded the first half of turning points, and the second two of the four double-coded the second half. The data were then examined to determine agreement between the coders. Actual agreement for the total sample was 51%. However, upon further analysis, the coding team noticed that many turning points involved more than one issue. Therefore, for the 49% of turning points in question, the second and third authors double-coded the remaining turning points. Any remaining discrepancies in turning point codes were discussed and settled by the authors. Because of the possibility that descriptions of turningpoint events could contain multiple issues, the authors chose a negotiated method for determining which code was primary rather than using independent coder reliability scores. Thus, rather than eliminating turning-point categories due to low frequencies, all categories were retained.
RESULTS
For Research Question 1, the mean number of turning points reported during the course of membership in an organizational team was 4.38. For all individuals in the sample, a total of 276 turning points was reported. Table 1 reports the description and frequency of 17 turning-point types. With respect to frequency, the categories of project development (n = 40), cohesion (n = 38), socialization (n = 29), member competence (n = 29), and member change (n = 28) were reported most often. The cohesion category included descriptions of working together as a team, being united, working closely with others, and successfully collaborating in teamwork. For project development, three subcategories included (a) project development, where participants discussed the planning of projects or described making progress on teamwork; (b) project completion or closure, where team members described finishing a task, job, or project; and (c) project implementation, where team members identified the process of getting projects started. The socialization category involved aspects of team interaction that included the first meeting, the first get-together (social function), Erbert et al. / ORGANIZATIONAL TEAM DEVELOPMENT 35 the formation of the team, or the other orientation experiences. For member change, participants described turning points of member attrition (member being fired, quitting, or other means of departing the team) and new membership to the team. Finally, competence also included three subcategories: (a) individual competence, where a turning point involved the assessment of individual performance of the self or of another; (b) team failure, where team members identified a failure attributed to the team; and (c) team success, where members described some aspect of team achievement. These five categories accounted for 59.4% of all turning points reported.
The categories with the next greatest frequency included workload (n = 19), conflict (n = 15), problem solving (n = 12), and commitment (n = 12). Workload turning points included issues of unequal distribution of work or task or increased workload demands placed on the individual or the team. For conflict, mem- bers identified disagreements, tensions, and problems within the team that included personal attacks, criticisms, schedule conflicts, and so forth. For problem solving, team members described lack of organization of the team or decision-making challenges. Commitment issues included lack of commitment or increased commitment on behalf of self and/or other team members. The final set of categories included funding (n = 9; lack of funds or fundraising activities), recognition (n = 9; types of rewards, recognition, and bonuses), goal development (n = 8; lack of goals or direction or clear goal development processes), learning (n = 6; positive outcome of team activity), support (n = 6; losing or gaining support from management or external stakeholders, like community members), communication (n = 6; lack of communication, improved communication, or the quality of information), and ethics (n = 2; the issues of theft and dishonesty).
The second research question focused on ratings of satisfaction for turning points during organizational team membership. Table 1 reveals the mean satisfaction ratings and standard deviations for each of the 17 turning points identified. Results show that 13 of the 17 turning points were moderate in ratings of satisfaction with team interaction. In particular, recognition, project development, and learning were rated with higher satisfaction than were other turning points. Four other turning points had modest ratings of satisfaction and included cohesion, competence, socialization, and support. The four categories with dissatisfaction ratings included problem solving, leadership, communication, and ethics.
The third research question examined the changes in satisfaction ratings over time to determine possible patterns of change. Only those responses that included four or more turning points were considered in the analysis of patterns of change. Fewer responses (below the mean) did not provide useful visual information for the construction of patterns. The first and third author used a constant comparative method for determining distinct patterns of change. Figure 1 reveals six distinct patterns of change representing responses from 37 of the 63 respondents. Those six patterns are gradual satisfaction increase (n = 11), disrupted satisfaction (n = 7), disrupted dissatisfaction (n = 6), sustained satisfaction (n = 5), Erbert et al. / ORGANIZATIONAL TEAM DEVELOPMENT 37 gradual satisfaction decrease (n = 5), and turbulent satisfaction or dissatisfaction (n = 3).
The fourth research question focused on the extent to which each of six basic contradictions were perceived as central or important to turning-point types. A repeated-measures analysis of variance Table 2 presents the means and standard deviations of the reported centrality versus importance for each turning-point type (see Table 1 ) and for each of the six contradictions. To account for reports of multiple instances of turning-point type, within-subject subjects measure, and perceived importance as the dependent measure, were performed for each turning-point type. Hunyh-feldt-corrected degrees of freedom were employed when compound symmetry assumptions were violated. In analyses for which a significant F ratio was obtained, a reverse Helmert contrast (with p < .05) was used to identify the significant differences. None of the ANOVAs produced a significant main effect for sex or significant main effect for sex by contradiction-type interaction. For those turning point types and contradictions identified as significant, the data were subsequently qualitatively analyzed to provide a richer description of the given contradictions.
For project development, the main effect of contradiction type was significant, F (4.463, 93.723) = 2.43, p = .046, η 2 = .10. Contrasts revealed that the team versus individual was perceived as more important and the dominance versus submission as less important than the other four contradictions. For example, a 42-year-old Caucasian male said, "First turning point we discussed was actually the development of the proposal to streamline certain processes; improve some of the cash flow of the company that we work with." Ratings for dialectical contradictions revealed a 4 for both team versus individual and predictability versus novelty. This turning point was also rated a -30 for satisfaction.
For workload, the main effect of contradiction type was significant, F (4.892, 48.923) = 4.03, p = .004, η 2 = .29. Contrasts revealed that the dominance versus submission contradiction was perceived as less important than the other five contradictions. Although not statistically significant, the contradiction of predictability versus novelty for workload turning points was rated at 4.01, suggesting that team members are concerned with how work gets accomplished and who is responsible. For example, a 39-year-old Hispanic male noted: "My schedule was changed to fill in at both the Eastside office and central office. This made it extremely difficult in actively participating on the team and keeping up with my daily job responsibilities." This respondent rated the turning point as a 3 for the predictability versus novelty contradiction and rated satisfaction at -40. Another respondent, a 38-year-old Hispanic female, said, Erbert et al. / ORGANIZATIONAL TEAM DEVELOPMENT 45 Well, one thing I will say although the team has only been up and running for four months, I do have to say that there are a couple of individuals that either don't know what they are there for or just flat out, don't want to participate. [Interviewer: Why do you think this is a turning point?] Because it creates a burden on the other members like me. Usually, the same individuals do all the participation. When assignments are issued out, consistent follow up needs to be done on these individuals. When you ask them if they understand they say yes, yet their actions say otherwise.
This respondent reported being very dissatisfied with the team (-40) and rated predictability versus novelty at a 4 and competence versus incompetence and team versus individual at a 5. The workload example shows how different dialectical themes may be rated as important for one turning-point event.
For socialization, the main effect of contradiction type was significant, F (4.624, 106.361) = 2.71, p = .027, η 2 = .11. Again, contrasts revealed that the dominance versus submission contradiction was perceived as less important than the other five contradictions. Although socialization experiences can create cohesion, sometimes socialization experiences can be negative. For example, an 18-year-old Hispanic female, who rated dominance versus submission as a 5 noted, "We met in January 2001 and we had a student orientation that caused a lot of people to drop. They thought it was too technical and everybody was intimidated." Another respondent, a 28-year-old Hispanic female, who communicated frustration as a result of a lack of face-to-face communication, said, We finally got to meet all together, it wasn't over the phone. There wasn't . . . because we are all in a call center in Seattle, consistently, we were being disrupted even though it was supposed to be a closed door meeting . . . so I would have to, I would have people buzzing into me trying to get me to follow through with some issues that were happening on the floor.
In this case, the predictability versus novelty and competence versus incompetence contradictions were rated at 5 and satisfaction was -40.
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For member change, the main effect of contradiction type was significant, F (4.292, 72.961) = 2.59, p = .04, η 2 = .13. Contrasts revealed that the dominance versus submission contradiction was perceived as less important than the other five contradictions (although team versus individual revealed a p = .061). A 22-year-old Hispanic female, rating the team versus individual contradiction at 5, said, "It was early December, I would have to say my satisfaction decreased when we lost our president of the organization. And a few other members dropped due to the fact that they weren't involved anymore." Another respondent, a 34-year-old Hispanic female, rated the satisfaction with the loss of a member at +20 and said,
The biggest turning point so far in this particular work group was that one person in the group was fired and the other person took a promotion and had to leave town, had to move out of town. So now, out of six, we were down to four.
Both the autonomy versus connection and predictability versus novelty contradictions were rated a 5 for this turning point.
For commitment, the main effect of contradiction type was significant, F (5, 30) = 6.47, p = .000, η 2 = .52. Contrasts revealed that the team versus individual contradiction was perceived as more important and the dominance versus submission as less important than the other four contradictions. A 35-year-old Hispanic female rated both the team versus individual and predictability versus novelty contradiction at 5 for a commitment issue:
A lot of people started just not showing up anymore and it was frustrating I guess cause then we had to do even more work and people were still coming around . . . they [team members] just didn't even want to do it anymore. They were just being dead weight.
For problem-solving, the main effect of contradiction type was significant, F (4.448, 35.581) = 2.67, p = .043, η 2 = .25. Contrasts revealed that the competence versus incompetence contradiction was perceived as more important and the dominance versus submission contradiction as less important than the other four contra- Erbert et al. / ORGANIZATIONAL TEAM DEVELOPMENT 47 dictions. For example, a 49-year-old Hispanic male, rating competence versus incompetence at a 5 with a satisfaction rating of -20, said, So it was very dramatic and at that moment, the production crew realized that we were way too involved in this story. So now, up to this point we have a perfect documentary in a very linear sense, Okay they're going to win, we're going to celebrate and everyone is going to be happy. Well, they lose, so the problem becomes "How are we going to put this thing together so it's, how are we going to make something positive out of it?"
In additional analyses, for which a significant F ratio was obtained, a reverse Helmert contrast (with p < .10) was used to identify the significant differences for the remaining turning-point types. None of the ANOVAs produced a significant main effect for sex or a significant main effect for sex by contradiction-type interaction. For cohesion, the main effect of contradiction type was significant, F (5, 155) = 2.09, p = .10, η 2 = .06. Contrasts revealed that the dominance versus submission contradiction was perceived as less important than the other five contradictions. For example, a 27-year-old female Hispanic teacher explained cohesion in this way:
I think for the first semester the first turning point was more like moral support, we just worked together in that sense. But starting in January 2001, we started to really work together curriculum wise . . . we would say, "I am teaching the class this way and I'm doing this," so I guess we started sharing ideas especially about how students write essays and started creating lesson plans that we would share.
For learning, the main effect of contradiction type was significant, F (5, 25) = 2.09, p = .10, η 2 = .32. Contrasts revealed that the competence versus incompetence contradiction was perceived as more important than the other five contradictions.

DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was twofold: to identify team member perceptions (and evaluative assessments) of turning points in team development over time and to determine the viability of dialectical theory for turning points and team development research. First, 17 distinct turning-point types for organizational teams were identified that add to existing empirical work on teams and that provide a strong descriptive basis for determining what participants identify as important issues in team interaction and development. Some of the turning-point types reinforce research by Larson and LaFasto (1989) , who identified eight characteristics of effectively functioning teams. Similar to their findings, this research identified issues of competence, support and recognition, collaboration (and cohesion), and commitment as significant for team members. However, the findings in this study expand the range and importance of a variety of issues for team dynamics. For example, socialization experiences were regarded as important events for team members as they learn about the goals, processes, and requirements for teams. In addition, member change was construed as having an important influence, both positively and negatively, on team functioning.
Second, this research also identified two other components of turning-point events: ratings of satisfaction versus dissatisfaction and patterns of change over time. Although the results of satisfaction ratings should be interpreted with some caution, the turning points rated the highest in satisfaction, recognition, and project development reflect positive responses to social versus emotional aspects of teams (being recognized, whether individually or as a team) but also to important task considerations (getting the job done). A second aspect of satisfaction with team interaction has to do with participant's experience of change in satisfaction ratings over time. Six distinct patterns of change emerged from the data and provide visually relevant cues about team experience.
The first and most common pattern of satisfaction change is gradual satisfaction increase (n = 11), which was characterized by Erbert et al. / ORGANIZATIONAL TEAM DEVELOPMENT 49 progress toward greater satisfaction with team interaction, regardless of turning-point type. Perhaps adjustment to team expectations, work processes, and other team demands increases satisfaction ratings over time for individuals in this pattern. The second pattern of change was disrupted satisfaction (n = 7) and showed team experience that started with higher levels of satisfaction moved to greater dissatisfaction and then gradually moved higher again. Additional research is needed to determine if this pattern of change is relatively stable or simply the early phases of moderate to high increases and decreases in satisfaction over time. The third pattern, an inversion of the second, is disrupted dissatisfaction (n = 6), which shows initial assessments of team interaction in the high dissatisfaction range, moving to more satisfied, and then back to dissatisfaction. An important question from this pattern is whether satisfaction is a mere anomaly for the team or more turbulent in its long-term experience by members.
The fourth pattern of change is labeled sustained satisfaction (n = 5). For individuals in this category, team experiences are almost always rated as positive. In the fifth pattern, gradual satisfaction decrease (n = 5), team members may have high expectations and thus rate turning points as initially positive, but over time, these respondents experienced a steady decline in their satisfaction with team interactions. Finally, the last pattern of change is turbulent (n = 3). Although this pattern holds for only three respondents, it may be that during longer periods of time, the turbulent pattern may be more dominant than other patterns. For example, both the disrupted satisfaction and disrupted dissatisfaction patterns may actually be indicators of more turbulent team experience. That is, if the participants in the two disrupted categories were studied during the next year, to what extent would those patterns show evidence of the turbulent pattern? Future research should compare short-lived (cross-functional, project teams) versus long-lived teams for assessment of satisfaction over time. Taken together, these patterns of change in organization team development represent at least six different trajectories of change in teams.
A second major thrust of this research is to determine the viability of dialectical theory for turning points in team development. In particular, we examined the extent to which six dialectical themes were perceived as important to turning-point experiences in teams. A dialectical orientation assumes that the interplay of oppositional forces is linked to important symbolic practices; that is, what participants perceive as meaningful. As such, dialectical oppositions may be important drivers of turning-point experiences and thus team and organizational change. Previous research on turning points and dialectical contradictions tends to show that issues of autonomy versus connection and openness versus closedness are more important than are other types of contradictions in romantic relationships (Baxter & Erbert, 1999; Erbert, 2000) and that openness versus closedness and predictability versus novelty are perceived as important to U. S. immigrants (Erbert et al., 2003) . Unlike other dialectically based research, this sample revealed that the two dialectical contradictions rated as most important to turning point experiences for organizational teams were team versus individual and competence versus incompetence. The tension between competence and incompetence may reveal the ongoing pressure of evaluation in teamwork. Perhaps in organizational teams, the question of performance, and hence evaluation of that performance, is everpresent. In addition, because many types of teams are designed to share leadership responsibilities and thus power (Barker, 1999; Parker, 1994) , it is not surprising that the dominance versus submission contradiction was rated as significantly less important than the other five contradictions.
IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
An important question about organizational teams is whether they are short-lived experiments in new organizational forms (DeSanctis & Fulk, 1999) or whether team structures are enduring forms in progressive, participative organizations. If team structures endure, recognizing ongoing tensions serves to underscore the fluid and unfinalizable nature of human social interaction. Future research can examine the specific, localized conditions under which team members experience dialectical moments. Are certain types of organizations or teams, by their structure and purpose, Erbert et al. / ORGANIZATIONAL TEAM DEVELOPMENT 51 likely to encounter similar contradictions? Should organizational members seek to reduce tensions and contradictory processes or embrace them as symbolic markers of change? What are the various responses that team members have to dialectical contradictions?
Future research should also explore team processes from a variety of methodological frameworks. For example, have researchers identified the most important or central dialectical contradictions in teams? Smith and Berg (1987) and Barge (1994) have catalogued a number of paradoxes or tensions that serve as starting points for mapping the dialectical terrain, but they do not suggest their lists are exhaustive. Like Rawlins (1992) , organizational scholars should examine contradictions in teams for a period of time, using qualitative or naturalistic methods. A naturalistic approach would allow for thick description of how symbolic processes unfold and develop in time. A naturalistic approach could uncover the extent to which organizational culture, ideologies, or change initiatives are linked to contradictions in team functioning. Other specific questions can guide research about team-member responses to organizational contradictions.
First, why was dominance versus submission rated as significantly less important across all turning points as well as less significant for 7 of the 17 designated categories? Although research on teams often suggests that teams help to empower organizational members (Barker, 1999; Parker, 1994) , empirical evidence is mostly anecdotal. Additional research should seek to determine the conditions under which the sharing of power and leadership, leading to fewer issues of dominance, holds true for different organizational teams. Furthermore, we might expect differences in power and leadership to emerge based on whether team participation is voluntary or required, the type of industry or organization, the size of team, and so forth.
Because turning-points research and dialectical theory embrace change as a foundational assumption, future research should not only compare ratings of satisfaction for longer periods of team membership but also examine issues of change and team productivity, commitment, stress, and motivation. For example, how might levels of internal (team) and external (organizational, social) stress affect the types and importance of contradictions in team interaction? Would an increase in the antagonism of contradictions lead to greater stress, less commitment, and less motivation to work productively in teams?
Another consideration in team development research is to establish programs of research in dialectical theory to determine whether contradictions are experienced as significant aspects of team interaction, or if and how contradictions dominate in situations with greater uncertainty or greater conflict. For example, Erbert (2000) argued that conflict can be antagonistic when people embrace opposite poles of a given contradiction; thus, the extent to which team members disagree or engage in conflict when tensions exist can be linked to decision outcomes, assessment of quality, or interaction competence.
LIMITATIONS AND CONCLUSION
The purpose of this research was to explore the relationship between turning points and dialectical contradictions; however, a number of limitations should be considered. First, the amount of time respondents were members of teams may have affected both the ratings of satisfaction and the identification of the six patterns of satisfaction change. Although team membership of 3 months was one criterion for participation in this study, comparisons of how change unfolds during a period of time are difficult. Moreover, the appearance of a particular pattern, for example sustained satisfaction, may with continued interaction actually shift into another pattern altogether. However, the primary purpose of identifying patterns is not to make predictions about certain kinds of outcomes, per se, but to indicate the breadth of experiences in team development. Second, although ratings of dialectical contradictions reveal individuals' perceptions of the degree of importance of contradictions for each turning point, they do little to demonstrate the dynamic interplay between oppositional pairs. For example, how does a tension between team versus individual get managed during a period of time? Do participants have internal tensions that mani- Erbert et al. / ORGANIZATIONAL TEAM DEVELOPMENT 53 
